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REMARKS 

Claims 1 to 16 and 23 to 25 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 14 and 16 
are independent. Favorable reconsideration and further examination are respectfully- 
requested. 

The foregoing amendments are believed to address the claim objections found on 
page 2 of the Office Action. Withdrawal thereof is therefore requested. 
Next, the Office Action states the following: 
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Without conceding the propriety of the rejection 2 , the claims have been amended to 
address these concerns. 

Turning to the art rejections, Independent claims 1,14 and 16 were rejected over 
U.S. Patent No. 4,348,712 (Newcomb) and over U.S. Patent No. 4,439,812 (Chapman). 
The remaining dependent claims were rejected over Newcomb and/or Chapman, except for 
claim 13, which was rejected over these references each in combination with U.S. Patent 
No. 5,547,581 (Andelman). As shown above, the claims have been amended. 

Independent claim 1 recites: 

1. An electrode for use with an electrochemical cell comprising a liquid electrolyte, 
the electrode comprising: 
a film; 

a coating on the film, the coating comprising channels for holding the liquid 
electrolyte , the coating comprising a surface of the electrode. 

The applied art is not understood to disclose or to suggest at least the underlined portions 
of claim 1 above. 

As previously explained, Newcomb describes a capacitor containing embossed 
electrodes. As shown in its Figs. 6 to 10 below, an electrode includes "a pair of patterned 
or dimpled foils 34 and 35". 



1 Office Action, pages 2 and 3 

2 For example, "coated" in the unamended claims is clearly an adjective describing a state of the film, and not 
a process limitation. The changes have been made only to expedite prosecution. 
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FIG.6. $$ FIG.?. 




As described in Newcomb, these patterns are embossed or raised in the foil itself. They are 
not a coating on a film, where the coating comprises channels for holding liquid 
electrolyte. 

Chapman likewise is not understood to disclose or to suggest a coating on a film, 
where the coating comprises channels for holding liquid electrolyte. Rather, Chapman, 
like Newcomb, describes channels that are formed by embossing or indenting a foil, as 
shown in Fig. 5 below. 
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For example, in column 3, line 15, the patentee describes using an indenting tool to form 
the flutes or channels in foil. This is clearly not a coating, as claimed. 

The Office Action formerly alleged that the term "coated film" constituted a 
product-by-process limitation and, therefore, gave it no patentable weight. This is 
reiterated on pages 9 to 1 1 of the Office Action. The claimed coating, however, is not a 
product-by-process limitation and is not found in Newcomb or Chapman. Accordingly, 
withdrawal of the rejection over those references is requested. 

For at least the foregoing reasons, we submit that claim 1 is patentable over 
Newcomb, Chapman, or a combination of the two. Independent claims 14 and 16 include 
features similar to those of claim 1, and are also believed to be patentable over Newcomb, 
Chapman, or a combination of the two. 

Remaining dependent claims are also believed to define patentable features. Each 
dependent claim partakes of the novelty of its corresponding independent claim and, as 
such, has not been discussed specifically herein. 
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It is believed that all of the pending claims have been addressed. However, the 
absence of a reply to a specific rejection, issue or comment does not signify agreement 
with or concession of that rejection, issue or comment. In addition, because the arguments 
made above may not be exhaustive, there may be reasons for patentability of any or all 
pending claims (or other claims) that have not been expressed. Finally, nothing in this 
paper should be construed as an intent to concede any issue with regard to any claim, 
except as specifically stated in this paper, and the amendment of any claim does not 
necessarily signify concession of unpatentability of the claim prior to its amendment. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, we respectfully submit that the 
application is in condition for allowance, and such action is respectfully requested at the 
Examiner's earliest convenience. 

The undersigned attorney can be reached at the address shown below. All 
telephone calls should be directed to the undersigned at 617-521-7896. 

Please charge any deficiency in fees or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account 
06-1050 referencing Attorney Docket No. 14219-0096US1 . 



Fish & Richardson P.C. 
225 Franklin Street 
Boston, MA 021 10-2804 
Telephone: (617) 542-5070 
Facsimile: (617) 542-8906 



Respectfully submitted, 



September 2, 2010 



/Paul Pysher/ 



Date:. 



Paul A. Pysher 
Reg. No. 40,780 



